09/30/05 FRI 17:24 FAX 202 404 7380 



NRL CODE 1008.2 PATENTS 



E)017 



Application No. 10/077,730 
Amendment dated September 30, 2005 
Reply to Office Action of June 1 , 2005 



Docket No.: 83180US1 



REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 

Claims 1-25 are present in the ^pplibation. No claims have been canceled or 
added by the present Response. Claims f 2,!4, 10, 1 1 , 19, 20, and 23 have been 
amended to address the stated objectioriSjiand applicant believes the objections have 
been overcome. The rejections will now be addressed. 

The Rejections under 35 USC;§ ^03 < a> 



Claims 10, 1 1, 19, and 23 wete rejected under 35 USC § 103 ( a) as being 
unpatentable over Nease and in further tfteiv df Patel et al. The rejection is respectfully 
traversed. 



Although the Office Action statesyorvp. 4 t last line, that Nease discloses that 
the output ( i.e. of the bandpass filter) is bonverteld by an analog to digital converter to 
create a digitized output ( output 120) ^ applicant disagrees. Nease shows no 
"digitized output" in the figures. Instead jthnbrefis a "Level-Controlled IF Output to 
Analog-to-Digital Converter". Nease therefbre^does not actually disclose the ADC, but 
merely makes passing references to analog td digital conversion. Nease makes no 
mention of sampling as in the context offthfe present invention, and when referring to 
ADC refers just to output, not to sampling or td analog to digital conversion. 
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The Office Action also acknowledges at: p. 5 that Nease fails to disclose the 
signal first being digitized and then used foj* g&in control, but then goes on to say that it 
would be obvious to one skilled in the art that the digitizing of the signal before using 
said signal for gain control is not a significant Resign choice from digitizing the signal 
after gain control signals are derived. Applicant disagrees with the rejection on two 
grounds. First, this is a significant design chofce, in that it eliminates the need for 
traditional analog peak detectors by ac^rnplishing these functions digitally. Second, 
the Office Action has provided no basis invthe^rt for this rationale, and applicant ^ 
observes that the Examiner is obligated not tcfapply rejections in the abstract but rather 
to articulate a rejection substantiated by^ reference to an independent, outside source, 
not just essentially applying a rejection asfellirig within the Examiner's own personal 
knowledge or opinion. 



This is further evidenced by trie ^ssi|rtion at p. 5 of the Office Action that 
applicant fails to disclose an advantage iopgffizing the gain controlled signal prior to 
providing a gain control signal. This assertion is incorrect, as the present application 
does disclose its advantages. For exampl^ af p. 2, lines 29-35 of the specification, it 
states that a typical radar signal consists of bursts of RF energy ( pulses) that vary 
greatly in amplitude with the rotation of t|i^;|rar^smitter antenna. The invention allows 
the intercept system signal processor to^adjustffor these changes in amplitude, thereby 
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maintaining acceptable signal amplitude e&the ADC. The radar signal environment 
typically contains multiple signals varying Independently in amplitude, and the invention 
is capable of functioning well in this envirdpment. 

the Office Action, that "therefore it would bj^ obvious to one skilled in the art at the time 
of invention to use the digitized version of iMie^ignal for gain control in the automatic 
gain control circuit as disclosed by Neaseftjddes hot in any event, but especially in view 
of the above, follow so as to justify the rej^fetidh oh these grounds. 

The Office Action further applie&|Pa|el, asserting it discloses an automatic 
gain controlled circuit that uses the analogfaslopposed to the digital, version of the 
signal. Applicant agrees, but asserts that this actually teaches away from digitizing 
unlike the invention in that Patel suggests fust the iahalog approach. Also, whereas the 
Office Action goes on to state that the envelope detector and peak detector can be 
used to detect a pulse of a determined peak value to control the gain of the automatic 
gain control, applicant notes that Patel actually makes no reference to detecting pulses 
in a digitized data stream. Patel instead pertains to processing digital television signals 
which are quite different from the radar si^ftal^that are the subject of the present 
invention. Television signals are broadcast dn^continuous wave carriers. Radar pulses 
are short bursts of energy with longs gap&jwi between. The steps involved in detecting 
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and processing radar signals are substarrtjall>|different from receiving and processing 
television and other communications signals. 

. : ..v-. : 

Claims 1-9 were not rejected osMr tfie cited references, and applicant has 
amended the claims to correct the informalities noted by the Examiner, therefore these 
claims should now be in condition for allo$Sncb. 6laims 10-25 have been similarly 
amended, and in view of the above arguments, and the amendment to the specification 
( Abstract , applicant believes that the present claims and the pending application are 
in condition for allowance. Applicant incluc^s|the tee authorization in the enclosed fee 
transmittal to charge for a 1 -month extensfifin of time for this Response. 

Dated: September 30, 2005 




{L George Legg 
; Registration No.: 34,208 
^S^AVAL RESEARCH LABORATORY 
4555 Overlook Ave, SW 
iWa£hinbton, DC 20375 
j| 202) 404-1559 
^Attorney for Applicant 
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